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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to applicant's amendment dated 7/30/2009. 

2. Claims 1 -1 0, 1 2-1 4, 1 6-28, 35-46, 48-50, 52-64 and 71 -74 are pending in the 
case. 

3. Claims 11,15, 29-34, 47, 51 and 65-70 are cancelled. 

4. Claims 73 and 74 are newly added. 

5. Claims 1 and 37 are independent claims. 



Applicant's Response 

Based on Applicant's amendments and remarks in Applicant's response dated 
7/30/2009, the following objections and rejections previously set forth in Office Action 
dated 3/30/2009 are withdrawn: 

a) Objection to claims 3, 4, 39 and 40 

b) 35 U.S.C. 1 12 2"^^ Rejection to claims 1 and 37 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 



Application/Control Number: 10/783,543 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2175 

Claims 1-10, 12-14, 16-19, 21-24, 26, 35-46, 48-50, 52-55, 57-60, 62 and 71-74 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Dauerer et al. 
("Dauerer"), Patent No. 5,841,435. 

Claim 1: 

Dauerer teaclies a virtual display and a virtual windows desktop system (see 
abstract) (claim 1; i.e., a computer-readable medium storing a computer 
application workspace generation and navigation tool that comprises:) Examiner 
interprets the virtual display to be the recited application workspace. Examiner interprets 
the virtual windows desktop system to be capable of functioning as a navigation tool 
(see col. 7 lines 19-42). 

Dauerer teaches computer code that generates a continuous logical 
application workspace that is larger in size than a physically viewable work area 
displayed on a physical computer system display, the continuous logical 
application workspace comprised of a plurality of logical screens (see abstract, 
col. 4 lines 38-43, Figure 3) 

Dauerer teaches each logical screen has predetermined dimensions that are 
coextensive with the physically viewable work area on the physical computer 
system display such that each logical screen has dimensions that are the same 
as every other logical screen; (see abstract, col. 2 lines 28-33, Figure 3) 

Dauerer teaches that the logical screens are arranged contiguously in 
predetermined locations in the logical application workspace such that the logical 
application workspace is a single and functionally continuous logical workspace 
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that is larger in size than the physical computer system display used to display 
the physically viewable work area; and computer code that displays one of the 
logical screens in the physically viewable work area of the computer system 
display (see abstract, Figure 3). 

Claim 2: 

Dauerer teaches code that logically associates a plurality of sub-application 
windows with respective locations of within the logical application workspace, 
the sub-application windows for displaying content of at least one open sub- 
application (see col. 2 lines 23-26, col. 4 lines 33-35). 

Claim 3: 

Dauerer teaches anchoring an application object and dynamically sizing the 
virtual display (see col. 4 lines 63-67, col. 5 lines 35-40) (claim 3; i.e., code that 
increases the number of logical screens when, by user action, one of the sub- 
application windows is moved to a new location outside the current dimensions 

of the continuous logical application workspace.) Examiner interprets having an 
anchored application object (e.g. application window), while dynamically sizing the 
virtual display with a mouse as taught by Dauerer anticipates the recited claim 3. 



Claim 4: 
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Dauerer teaches configuring the virtual display to any size (see col. 2 lines 41- 
45). (claim 4; i.e., code that increases the number of logical screens add logical 
screens in a number that is in excess of that needed to accommodate the new 
location of the sub-application window) 

Claim 5: 

Dauerer's Figure 3 illustrates code that logically associates each sub- 
application window location with a logical screen of the continuous application 
workspace in which a majority of the sub-application window is disposed. 

Claim 6: 

Dauerer teaches code that stores an arrangement of sub-application 
windows locations disposed within the logical application workspace (see col. 10 
lines 3-13). 

Claim 7: 

Dauerer teaches code that retrieves the stored arrangement of sub- 
application windows (see col. 10 lines 3-13). 



Claim 8: 
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Dauerer teaches code that stores a layout of the continuous logical 
application workspace including a number and arrangement of screens and 
relative location of each sub-application window within the continuous logical 
application workspace (see col. 7 lines 43-51, col. 9 lines 8-10). 

Claim 9: 

Dauerer teaches code that retrieves the stored layout (see col. 7 lines 59-63). 
Claim 10: 

Dauerer teaches code that scales the continuous application workspace and 
sub-application windows to zoom the application workspace in or out (see col. 5 
lines 47-51, Figure 6). 

Claim 12: 

Dauerer teaches code that, upon initiation of one of the sub-application 
windows, logically associates the sub-application window with a location within 
the continuous logical application workspace identified by user action (see col. 2 
lines 51-60). 



Claim 13: 
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Dauerer teaches code to provide the user with a user moveable placement 
means, wherein the location of a sub-application window within the continuous 
logical application workspace identified by user action corresponds to a location 
of the placement means relative to the continuous logical application workspace 

(see col. 6 lines 20-29). 

Claim 14: 

Dauerer teaches wherein the logical screens are contiguously arranged in a 
matrix (see col. 4 lines 40-43, Figure 3). 

Claim 16: 

Dauerer teaches code that increases the number of logical screens and a 
corresponding dimension of the continuous logical application workspace in 
accordance with a user action (see col. 5 lines 40-46). 

Claim 17: 

Dauerer teaches code that decreases the number of logical screens and a 
corresponding dimension of the continuous logical application workspace in 
accordance with a user action (see col. 5 lines 40-46). 



Claim 18: 
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Dauerer teaches code that generates a navigation box that includes a 
representation of the continuous logical application workspace and of each 
logical screen within the workspace (see col. 6 lines 20-29). Examiner interprets the 
reduced virtual display as taught by Dauerer to anticipate the recited navigation box of 
claim 18. 



Claim 19: 

Dauerer teaches wherein the logical screen representations are arranged to 
have a topography corresponding to a topography of the logical screens (see col. 
6 lines 20-29). 



Claim 21: 

Dauerer teaches code that logically associates a plurality of sub-application 
windows with respective locations within the continuous logical application 
workspace, the sub-application windows for displaying content of at least one 
sub-application (see col. 2 lines 23-26, col. 4 lines 33-35). 



Claim 22: 
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Dauerer's Figure 3 illustrates code that logically associates each sub-application 
window with a logical screen in which a majority of the sub-application window is 
disposed and code that displays a representation of each sub-application window 
in association with the representation of the logically associated screen. 

Claim 23: 

Dauerer teaclies code that moves a user selected sub-application window 
from a logically associated screen to another logical screen in response to user 
initiated movement of the corresponding representation of the sub-application 
window in the navigation box (see col. 9 lines 51-56). Examiner notes that the 
reduced virtual display as illustrated in Dauerer's Figure 6 may be interpreted as the 
recited navigation box. 

Claim 24: 

Dauerer teaches code that displays information relating to one of the sub- 
application windows in response to user action in connection with the 
representation of the one of the sub-application windows in the navigation box 
application (see col. 6 lines 30-40; user authorizing display of content of the sub 
application windows). 



Claim 26: 
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Dauerer teaches code that generates the logical application workspace 
generates a plurality of logical application workspaces for the main computer 
application (see abstract). 

Claim 35: 

Dauerer teaclies wherein the placement means is a placement pointer 
having a position that defines the location within the continuous logical 
workspace identified by user action (see col. 2 lines 51-60). 

Claim 36: 

Dauerer teaches wherein the placement means is a placement tool for 
marking the location within the logical workspace identified by user action (see 
col. 2 lines 51-60). 

Claim 73: 

Dauerer teaches code that, in response to a user input, changes the logical 
screen that is displayed in the physically viewable work area of the computer 
system display (see col. 4 lines 44-48, col. 5 lines 63-67, col. 7 lines 25-31) 
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Claims 37, 38, 41-46, 48-50, 52-55, 57-60, 62, 71, 72 and 74: 

Claims 37, 38, 41-46, 48-50, 52-55, 57-60, 62, 71, 72 and 74 are method claims 
and are substantially encompassed in manufacture claims 1, 2, 5-10, 12-14, 16-19, 21- 
24, 26, 35, 36 and 73 respectively; therefore the method claims are rejected under the 
same rationale as manufacture claims 1,2, 5-10, 12-14, 16-19, 21-24, 26, 35, 36 and 
73 above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art; to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 20, 25, 27, 28, 56, 61, 63 and 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Dauerer as cited above, in view of Anderson of 

record. 

Claim 20: 

Dauerer teaches restoring the virtual display from the reduced virtual display (i.e., 
navigation box) (see col. 10 line 2). 

Dauerer fails to expressly teach in response to user selection of one of the 
screen representations in the navigation box, displays the corresponding screen on 



Application/Control Number: 10/783,543 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2175 

the computer system display in tlie pliysically viewable work area defined by the main 
computer application (emphasis added). 

However, Anderson teaches code that, in response to user selection of one 
of the screen representations in the navigation box, displays the corresponding 
screen on the computer system display in the physically viewable work area 
defined by the main computer application (see par. 5-6; Each button 110-116 may 
be clicked using a pointing device, such as a mouse, to bring up a virtual desktop 
associated with the clicked button.). Examiner interprets a button to represent a reduced 
logical screen of a virtual desktop. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was to modify the logical screen of the reduced virtual display as taught by 
Dauerer to respond to a mouse click to bring up a virtual desktop as taught by Anderson 
to provide the benefit of quickly visiting the virtual desktop once a user has recognize 
the desired reduced virtual desktop screen (see Anderson; par. 5-6). 

Claim 25: 

Anderson illustrates a panel from which a user can select one of the plurality 
of logical screens for display in the physically viewable work area defined by the 
main computer application (see Figure 1C). 

Both Dauerer and Anderson fail to expressly teach a drop down menu for 
performing the same function. 
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However, Examiner submits tliat it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art (i.e., computer programmer) at the time the invention was made to 
substitute the panel as taught by Anderson with a conventional drop-down menu. In 
other words, the drop down menu is merely a design choice chosen by the Applicant 
and does not patentably distinguish over the Anderson reference, (claim 25; code that 
provides a drop down menu from which a user can select one of the plurality of 
logical screens for display on the computer system display in the physically 
viewable work area defined by the main computer application ) 

Claim 27: 

Dauerer fails to expressly teach each logical screen associated with a unique 
identifying feature. 

However, Anderson teaches wherein each logical screen is associated with a 
unique identifying feature (see par. 10). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the logical screens of the virtual display as taught by 

Dauerer to include a unique identifying feature as taught by Anderson to provide the 
benefit of helping the user distinguish between the plurality of virtual desktop screens 
(see Anderson; par. 9-10). 



Claim 28: 
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Dauerer fails to expressly teach each logical screen associated with a unique 
identifying feature. 

However, Anderson teaches wherein the unique identifying feature is 
selected from a bacltground color, a background pattern and a combination 
thereof (see par. 10). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the logical screens of the virtual display as taught by 
Dauerer to include a unique identifying feature as taught by Anderson to provide the 
benefit of helping the user distinguish between the plurality of virtual desktop screens 
(see par. 9-10). 

Claims 56, 61, 63 and 64: 

Claims 56, 61, 63 and 64 are a method claims and are substantially 
encompassed in manufacture claims 20, 25, 27 and 28, respectively; therefore the 
method claims are rejected under the same rationale as manufacture claims 20, 25, 27 
and 28 above. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-10, 12-14, 16-28, 35-46, 48-50, 
52-64 and 71-74 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 

rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated tine newground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HENRY ORR whose telephone number is (571 )270- 
1308. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8 to 4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William L. Bashore can be reached on (571) 272-4088. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

11/11/2009 
HO 



/William L. Bashore/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2175 



